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President without an energy policy. In 
fact, under their administration, we 
have seen a drop in the energy produc-
tion of our traditional kind. They even 
want to knock out big hydrodams out 
in the West that are now supplying 
enough electricity for all of the city of 
Seattle, WA. And they say, in the name 
of the environment, we would take 
these down. Shame on them. 

Why aren’t they leading us? Why 
aren’t they providing, as they should, 
under policy and direction, abundant 
production and reliable sources? 

Historically, our economy has been 
built on that. America has been a bene-
ficiary of it. 

(Mr. KYL assumed the Chair.) 
f 

THE BUDGET PROCESS 
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, what I 

thought I might do for a few moments 
this afternoon is talk about the state 
of play of where we are as a Senate and 
as the 106th Congress trying to com-
plete its work and adjourn for the year. 

I think a good many of us are frus-
trated at this point. We have tried 
mightily to produce the appropriations 
bills, to work with our colleagues, 
Democrat and Republican. Obviously, 
there are differences in how to resolve 
those differences. We are spending bil-
lions and billions of dollars more than 
we spent a year ago. Yes, we have a 
surplus. But, yes, the American people 
are telling us government is as big as it 
ought to be. There are new national 
priorities, and we are attempting to ad-
dress those. 

But what I think needs to happen, 
and what has historically happened, at 
least, is an effort to move the 13 appro-
priations bills through the process, to 
vote them up or down, and get them to 
the President. We tried that last week, 
to move two of them together: the Leg-
islative Branch appropriations bill and 
the Treasury-Postal bill. Out of frus-
tration on the floor, and our colleagues 
on the other side deserting us, those 
bills failed. 

I think the average public listening 
out there says: What’s happening here? 
Why are we almost at the end of the 
fiscal year and yet a fair amount of the 
budgetary work needed to be accom-
plished in the form of appropriations 
bills to fund the Government for the 
coming year have not been accom-
plished? 

You saw Senator BOB BYRD lament 
on the floor of the Senate last week, 
about the Senate working and getting 
the appropriations bills passed and sent 
to the President. And I have to lament 
with him. I agree that this work should 
go on. He said: There are Senators in 
this body who have never seen a situa-
tion work as it has been meant to 
work. I think he was denoting the 
budget process itself and whether it 
worked and functioned on a timely 
basis. How well has the appropriations 
process worked? 

I began to ask that question of my 
staff, and we did some research over 
the weekend. I thought it was impor-
tant that I come to the floor today to 
talk a little bit about it because I, too, 
am concerned. 

Since 1977, Congress has only twice— 
in 1994 and in 1988 —passed all of the 13 
appropriations bills in time for the 
President to sign all into law before 
the October 1 legal fiscal year deadline. 
Let me repeat that. Only twice since 
1977 has Congress passed all of the 13 
appropriations bills in time for the 
President to sign all into law before 
the October 1st deadline. 

Now, that either says something 
about the budget process and the ap-
propriations process itself, or it says 
how very difficult this is in a two-party 
system, and how difficult it is to make 
these substantive compromises to fund 
the Government of our United States. 

Most years, the Congress only gets a 
handful of appropriations bills through 
all the congressional hurdles by Octo-
ber 1, and so, more often than not, has 
had to pass some, what we call, a stop-
gap funding bill before it adjourns for 
the year. 

Senator BYRD, on Thursday, said that 
huge omnibus appropriations bills 
make a mockery of the legislative 
process. They certainly don’t subscribe 
to the budget process under the law 
that we have historically laid out. But, 
then again, from 1977 until now only 
twice has that budget process worked 
effectively. 

So I could lament with Senator BYRD 
about huge omnibus bills or I could 
simply say how difficult it really is. 
Yet bundling the funding bills has been 
more the exception than the rule in the 
last 23 years. In other words, what we 
were attempting to do on the floor of 
the Senate last week was not abnor-
mal. We were trying to expedite a proc-
ess to complete our work and to do the 
necessary budget efforts. In fact, in 
1986 and in 1987, Congress was unable to 
send even one funding bill to the Presi-
dent by the legal deadline of October 1. 
That is an interesting statistic. Let me 
say it again. In 1986 and 1987, by the Oc-
tober first deadline, the President of 
the United States had not received one 
funding bill for Government from the 
Congress of the United States. In 1986, 
one of those years when Congress 
passed zero funding conference reports, 
Senator Robert Dole was the majority 
leader of the Senate. 

I am here today to say I agree with 
Senator BYRD, and I lament the fact 
that bundling is not a good idea. But in 
1987, he took all 13 of the appropria-
tions bills, put them together, and sent 
them down to the President as one big 
bill. I think a little bit of history, 
maybe a little bit of perspective, adds 
to the value of understanding what the 
Congress tries to do. That was 1987. All 
13 appropriation bills bundled and sent 
to the President before one separate 
bill was ever sent to the President. 

The year 1986 was the first time since 
1977. In 1987—I want to be accurate 
here—was the second time. In 1986 Re-
publicans were in charge. They 
couldn’t get it done. And in 1987, when 
Senator BYRD was in charge, they 
couldn’t get it done. So here are 2 
years, two examples, one party, the 
other party, 1986 and 1987, that all 13 
appropriation bills were bundled into 
one and sent down for the President’s 
signature. 

Let’s take a closer look at 1987. On 
October 1, the legal deadline, not a sin-
gle appropriation bill that passed the 
Congress had been transmitted to the 
President. Compare this year, when 
two have already been signed. That is 
now, the year 2000, two have already 
been signed by the President, and we 
expect to send additional bills to the 
President before October 1. At least 
that is our goal. We will work mightily 
with the other side, whether we deal 
with them individually or put a couple 
of them together. In fact, no appropria-
tion bill ever went to the President, I 
am told by our research, in 1987. Of the 
10 funding bills both Houses of Con-
gress passed, none emerged from the 
Democrat-controlled House and Senate 
conferees. It was a difficult year. 

President Reagan was the first to 
sign an omnibus 13-bill long-term con-
tinuing funding bill on December 22 of 
1987. Remember, the Congress contin-
ued to function late into the year and 
up until December 22, just days before 
Christmas, so we could finally com-
plete the work and get it done. Of 
course, during those years I was not in 
the Senate. I was in the U.S. House of 
Representatives. 

Now, all said, during that budget bat-
tle in 1987, we passed four short-term 
CRs. During that time, we kept extend-
ing the deadlines necessary and passed 
four short-term CRs to complete the 
work of the Congress. President 
Reagan did not even receive a bill until 
the morning after the final short-term 
CR had expired. The CQ Almanac de-
scribed it as a 10-pound, 1-foot-high, 
mound of legislation. I remember that 
well. In fact, I was involved in a debate 
on the floor of the House that year 
when I actually helped carry that bill 
to the floor. 

All 13 bills were passed and signed 
twice in 1994 and 1998. Excuse me, 1988; 
I said 1998. That is an important cor-
rection for the RECORD. 

On October 1, the Senate had passed 
only four appropriation bills, and this 
was with a 55–45 majority. Compared to 
this year, as of September 7, this body 
had passed nine bills so far. 

I think it is important to compare. It 
is not an attempt to criticize. Most im-
portantly, it is an attempt to bring 
some kind of balance and under-
standing to this debate. 

I have been critical in the last sev-
eral weeks. I have come to the floor to 
quote minority leader TOM DASCHLE 
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talking about ‘‘dragging their feet and 
not getting the work done, expecting 
Republican Senators to cave.’’ Well, 
certainly with those kinds of quotes in 
the national media and then watching 
the actions on the floor of this past 
week, you would expect that maybe 
that is a part of the strategy. 

On October 1, only seven bills had 
been reported to the Senate. This, ac-
cording to the 1987 CQ Almanac, is be-
cause the Appropriations Committee 
could not even agree how to meet its 
subcommittee allocations. Compare 
that to this year. As of September 13, 
all 13 bills have been reported to the 
Senate. 

Well, I think what is recognized here 
is that while bundling bills is not a 
good idea—and I see the Senator from 
West Virginia has come to the floor; he 
and I agree on that. He and I agree that 
bundling is not a good process because 
it does not give Senators an oppor-
tunity to debate the bills and to look 
at them individually and to understand 
them. 

At the same time, both sides are 
guilty. Certainly when Senator BYRD 
was the majority leader of the United 
States Senate, that was a practice that 
had to be used at times when Repub-
licans and Democrats could not agree. 
That is a practice that we will have to 
look at again here through this week 
and into next week as we try to com-
plete our work and try to deal with 
these kinds of issues. 

You can argue that some of these 
bills did not get debated on the floor of 
the Senate. That is true now; it was 
true in 1987. You can argue that they 
didn’t get an opportunity to have indi-
vidual Senators work their will on 
them by offering amendments. That is 
going to be true now; it was clearly 
true in 1987. 

The one thing that won’t happen this 
year—I hope, at least—is that 13-bill, 
10-pound, 1-foot-high mound of legisla-
tion. Clearly, I don’t think it should 
happen, and I will make every effort 
not to let it happen. That isn’t the 
right way to legislate, and we should 
not attempt to do that. 

The leadership, last year, in a bipar-
tisan way, along with the White House, 
ultimately sat down and negotiated the 
end game as it related to the budget. 
Many of our colleagues were very upset 
with that. They had a right to be be-
cause they didn’t have an opportunity 
to participate in the process. 

The reason I come to the floor this 
afternoon to talk briefly about this is 
that, clearly, if we can gain the co-
operation necessary and the unanimous 
consents that must be agreed to, that 
very limited amendments should be ap-
plied to these appropriation bills, then 
we can work them through. I am cer-
tainly one who would be willing to 
work long hours to allow that to hap-
pen. But to bring one bill to the floor 
with 10 or 12 or 13 amendments with 60 

percent of them political by nature, 
grabbing for a 30-second television spot 
in the upcoming election really does 
not make much sense this late in the 
game. We are just a few days from the 
need to bring this Congress to a conclu-
sion, to complete the work of the 106th 
Congress and, hopefully, to adjourn 
having balanced the budget and having 
addressed some of the major and nec-
essary needs of the American people. It 
is important that we do that. 

I am confident we can do that with 
full cooperation and the balance, the 
give-and-take that is necessary in a bi-
partisan way to complete the work at 
hand. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

BUNNING). The Senator from West Vir-
ginia is recognized. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, what is the 
pending question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pe-
riod for morning business has just ex-
pired. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent to speak out of order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

COOPERATION AMONG SENATORS 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I was sit-

ting in my office when I heard the very 
distinguished Senator from Idaho 
speaking on the floor and using my 
name. He asked for cooperation, and, of 
course, we all want to cooperate. We 
want good will and we want coopera-
tion. But one way to get cooperation 
from this Senator when his name is 
going to be used is to call this Senator 
before the Senator who wishes to call 
my name goes to the floor and let me 
know that I am going to be spoken of. 

I have been in the Senate 42 years, 
and I have never yet spoken of another 
Senator behind his back in any critical 
terms—never. I once had a jousting 
match with former Senator Weicker. 
He called my name on the floor a few 
times, and so I went to the floor and 
asked the Cloakroom to get in touch 
with Senator Weicker and have him 
come to the floor. I didn’t want to 
speak about him otherwise, without his 
being on the floor. Frankly, I don’t ap-
preciate it. I like to be on the floor 
where I can defend myself. 

Mr. CRAIG. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BYRD. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. CRAIG. First, let me apologize to 

you that a phone call was not made. I 
meant it with all due respect. I did not 
misuse your name nor misquote you. 
Certainly, speaking on the floor in the 
Senate in an open, public forum is not 
speaking behind your back. That I do 
not do and I will not do. 

Mr. BYRD. Whatever the Senator 
wants to call it, in my judgment, it is 
not fair. 

Mr. CRAIG. OK. 
Mr. BYRD. I will never call the Sen-

ator’s name in public without his being 

on the floor. I like to go face to face 
with anything I have to say about a 
Senator, and I would appreciate the 
same treatment. 

Mr. CRAIG. Will the Senator yield 
again? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. CRAIG. You know how much I 

respect you, Senator BYRD. 
Mr. BYRD. I hope so. 
Mr. CRAIG. In no way do I intend to 

speak behind your back. It is an impor-
tant issue that you and I are concerned 
about. 

I think it was important to dem-
onstrate what the real record of per-
formance here is in the Senate under 
both Democrat and Republican leader-
ship—how difficult it is to bring about 
the final processes of the appropria-
tions. You and I would probably agree 
that maybe we need to look at the 
process because it hasn’t worked very 
well. We have not been able to com-
plete our work in a timely fashion, and 
it does take bipartisan cooperation. 

I have been frustrated in the last 
couple of weeks by quotes such as the 
one on this chart, which would suggest 
if the other side does absolutely noth-
ing, somehow we would cave. Last 
week appeared—I know you had a dif-
ferent argument, and I agreed with 
you—not to debate an appropriations 
bill on the floor separate from another. 
That is not good for the process, not 
good for the legitimacy of getting our 
work done. But it did seem to purport 
and confirm the quote on this chart. 

Again, if I have in some way wronged 
you, I apologize openly before the Sen-
ate. But you and I both know that that 
which we say on the record is public 
domain. But I did not offer you the 
courtesy of calling you, and for that I 
apologize. 

Mr. BYRD. It is for the public do-
main, no question about that. But if 
my name is going to be used by any 
Senator, I would like to know in ad-
vance so that I may be on the floor to 
hear what he says about me so I may 
have the opportunity to respond when 
whatever is being said is said. That is 
the way I treat all other Senators; that 
is the only way I know to treat them. 

Mr. CRAIG. That is most appro-
priate. 

Mr. BYRD. It is the way I will always 
treat Senators. I will never speak ill of 
the Senator, never criticize the Sen-
ator, unless he is on the floor. I would 
like to be treated the same way. 

Mr. CRAIG. Will the Senator yield 
one last time? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. CRAIG. I have made statistical 

statements. When I prepared this 
today, I double-checked them, to make 
sure I was accurate, with the Congres-
sional Quarterly Almanac so the 
RECORD would be replete. If I am not 
accurate, or if I have misspoken in 
some of these statements, again, I 
stand to be corrected. I was simply 
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